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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-9, 18, 19, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nishibori et al. (US Patent No. 5,323,971) in view of Gordon et al. 
(UK Patent Application GB 2 1 21 535 A). 

Regarding claim 1 , Nishibori et al. teach a resin material remolding (abstract) 
method comprising: pulverizing a coated resin molded product (col. 7 lines 30-52), 
peeling and separating a coating film from the pulverized pieces by simultaneous 
compression and fine vibration (rubbing) at a predetermined throughput rate (peeling is 
performed within a predetermined time) (see col. 7 lines 53-59 and col. 25, lines 48-51), 
screening with a 1 .5 mm screen to provide resin for remolding (such that the pulverized 
pieces maintain a particular diameter of at least a predetermined size) (see col. 25, lines 
38-45), and performing molding by using the pulverized pieces having no coating film 
adhered after separating (col. 23 lines 14 and 15). Nishibori etal. also recognize the 
strong adhesion strength of the coating film on the resin article and the difficulty of 
peeling off the film (the coating film removal ratio of peeling does not reach 100%) (col. 
2 lines 57-64 & col. 23 lines 15-21) but do not teach a determination step of sensing and 
determining the presence/absence of adhesion of the coating film for each individual 
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pulverized piece after the peeling; separating a pulverized piece having the coating film 
adhered from pulverized pieces having no coating film adhered, on the basis of the 
determination result. 

Gordon teaches a sorting system wherein desired objects are detected amongst 
a plurality of objects and separated therefrom (a separation step of separating a 
pulverized piece having the coating film adhered from pulverized pieces having no 
coating film adhered) (see page 1 , lines 5-1 1 ). The sorting system utilizes a detector 
suitable for detecting the presence of an object with desired characteristics (sensing 
and determining the presence/absence of adhesion of the coating film for each 
individual pulverized piece after peeling; wherein the sensing and determining senses 
and determines the presence/absence of adhesion of the coating film by sensing the 
coating film itself or a specific material present in the coating film by using a sensor) 
(see page 1, lines 5-11). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Gordon's detection and sorting system in the method of 
remolding taught by Nishibori since Gordon's system provides high sorting throughputs 
of objects of small size (see page 1, lines 17-22) and it obvious to interchange 
components recognized by the art as being equivalent for the same purpose (See 
MPEP 2144.06). 

Nishibori et al. teach that the coating film is usually resin material of different 
colors (col. 2 lines 42-46). Thus, one having ordinary skill in the art would be led to use 
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Gordon's sorting step based at least on color to separate out pulverized powder with 
coating film from those free of coating. 

Regarding claims 2, 3, and 5-7, Nishibori et al. do not teach that the 
determination step senses and determines the presence/absence of adhesion of the 
coating film by sensing the coating film itself or a specific material present in the coating 
film by using a sensor for sensing the coating film on the basis of a difference in 
lightness, that the sensing is executed for the pulverized pieces in a plurality of 
directions, and that the determination step executes the sensing in a specific position 
midway along a moving path in which the pulverized pieces are moved in a specific 
direction, and the separation step executes the separation, when a pulverized piece 
having the coating film adhered is sensed in the determination step, by blowing a gas 
against the pulverized piece during freefall to change a moving direction of the 
pulverized piece having the coating film adhered to a direction different from a moving 
direction of a pulverized piece having no coating film adhered. 

However, Gordon teaches detecting a characteristic of an object (presence of 
adhesion of the coating film by sensing the coating film itself or a specific material 
present in the coating film by using a sensor) (page 2, lines 14-20) from a variety of 
directions (see variety of angles in Fig. 1 ). Gordon teaches that the sensing is done in 
specific positions between the beginning and end of the path (see Figure 1) and the 
separation is executed by a nozzle array (blowing a gas) in free space (free fall) (see 
page 3, lines 3-7 and 30-40). 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to modify Nishibori et al's method for resin material remolding to include 
detecting a characteristic of the material in order to properly sort the object (see 
Gordon, page 2, lines 56-58) since Gordon's system provides high sorting throughputs 
of objects of small size (see page 1, lines 17-22) and it obvious to interchange 
components recognized by the art as being equivalent for the same purpose (See 
MPEP 2144.06). The frequency of irradiation and response is in the optical region 
(color) (see Gordon, page 2, lines 36-44). 

Regarding claims 4, Nishibori et al. do not teach the sensing is executed by 
sensing means for irradiating the pulverized pieces with X-rays, and sensing X-rays 
having a specific wavelength excited from a specific material present in the coating film. 
However Gordon teaches exciting the material with X-ray for detecting a characteristic 
of the object (see page 2, lines 14-20 and lines 36-44). 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Nishibori et al. teach that the coated resin molded 
product is pulverized at random by using a cutting tool having a rotary/stirring blade (col. 
12 lines 39-53). Nishibori et al. also teach classifying the pulverized pieces by particle- 
diameter (fig 13, 255) but do not teach the determination step. However, Gordon 
teaches this determination step (page 2, lines 14-20). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to modify Nishibori 
et al's method for resin material remolding to include a determination step after step 256 
in order to separate out unwanted components. 
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Regarding claims 9 and 19, Nishibori et al. teach that the coated resin molded 
product is a used automobile part (col. 2 lines 29-41). 

With respect to Claim 24, Nishibori does not appear to explicitly teach that the 
predetermined time of peeling is within the claimed range (e.g., 15 to 50 minutes). 

However, in this regard, Nishibori teaches desired throughput of 80 to 100 kg/hr 
(see col. 25, lines 48-51), that amount of film removed is 99.5% (see col. 25, lines 45- 
48), and varying the speed of the motors to obtain film removal for particular processed 
material (see col. 12, lines 39-45 and col. 13, lines 10-13). As such, Nishibori 
recognizes that the duration of peeling is a result-effective variable. Since the duration 
of peeling is a result-effective variable, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
obviously been motivated to determine the optimum duration of peeling applied in the 
process of Nishibori in view of Gordon through routine experimentation based upon the 
properties of the material being processed, throughput, and desired product attributes. 

With respect to Claim 25, Nishibori et al.'s final removal leaves 0.46 to 0.49% by 
weight film. This is a removal ratio of 99.51-99.54%, which reads of the claimed range 
of 98.98-99.58% (Claim 25). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1 December 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues with respect to the 35 USC 103 rejections. Applicant's 
arguments appear to be on the grounds that: 
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1) The time and size (diameter) of processing are not predetermined in Nishibori 
since Nishibori teaches to completely compress until all film is peeled. Thus, the 
predetermined time limitation of Claim 1 is not met. 

2) Since Nishibori's objective is to peel until little or no resin film actually remains, 
it would not have been a motivation of one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to separate out the resin film remaining. 

Applicant's arguments are addressed as follows: 

1) Nishibori teaches that to provide necessary throughput (see col. 25, lines 48- 
51), and due to peeling difficulties (see col. 2 lines 57-64; col. 23 lines 15-21, and col. 
25, lines 45-48), peeling is not indefinitely performed. 

1 ) Moreover, as combined, Gordon's teaching of separation provides the 
teaching to sort rather than indefinitely grind until separation. 

2) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use Gordon's sorting system since it provides high sorting 
throughputs of objects of small size (see page 1 , lines 1 7-22) and it obvious to 
interchange components recognized by the art as being equivalent for the same 
purpose (See MPEP 2144.06). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick Butler whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8517. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Thu. 7:30 a.m. -5 p.m. and 
alternating Fridays. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner, Art Unit 1791 
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Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



